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INDUSTRIAL POLICY: THE
WRONG ECONOMIC PRESCRIP-
TION

HON. DAN LUNGREN

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

® Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, in
recent months there has been in-
creased discussion among Members of
Congress, economists, and academi-
cians concerning a national industrial
policy.

Many industrial policy advocates
paint a black or white picture. They
suggest that either the United States
can adopt a comprehensive, coordinat-
ed strategy in our Government policy-
making so that our economy can
better compete in the international
marketplace, or if we do not enact
such a program continued economic
decline lies in store.

At first glance, it would seem diffi-
cult to oppose any concept which at-
tempts to better coordinate Govern-
ment policy. I became particularly in-
terested in this issue because a propos-
al such as this could have significant
impact on one of the largest trading
complexes in the country (namely, the
Port of Long Beach and the Port of
Los Angeles) and the many businesses
which it is my privilege to represent in
my district. I also wanted to see if a so-
called industrial policy program was
the best means by which we could best
improve the ability of our economy to
compete and produce.

Because of the many unanswered
questions over this issue, I recently
had the opportunity as a member of
the Joint Economic Committee to par-
ticipate in a series of hearings on this
subject. The two hearings which I
chaired explored, first, “The Concept
of Industrial Policy” and, second,
“Japanese Industrial Policy: Lessons
for America,"” looking at many of the
real reasons behind Japan’'s economic
success.

After studying this issue extensively
for sometime now, I must express
grave reservations over the industrial
policy bills which are being considered
and have been introduced in the Con-

gress.

Mr. Speaker, because of this, I would
like to express some of the primary
reasons why I believe a national indus-
trial policy would inhibit rather than
promote U.S. economic growth and
competitiveness abroad. To adopt such
a program, I fear, would simply be the

wrong economic course for our coun-
try to follow.
THE BURDEN OF PROOF RESTS ON THE ADVOCATES

First, the point must be stressed
that there is a heavy burden of proof
which rests on the proponents of in-
dustrial policy to show that the capac-
ity for a healthy economy or our coun-
try's ability to compete internationally
necessarily hinges on some govern-
mentally established industrial policy
board. To date, that burden of proof
has not been met to any significant
degree.

The question being asked in the
debate on this issue is whether the
United States should have a compre-
hensive industrial policy. The heart of
this gquestion centers on what the
proper role of Government in the
economy should be.

INCREASED INTERVENTION WOULD RESULT

Most supporters of industrial policy
state that their primary objective is to
coordinate Government policy. Howev-
er, upon further evaluation of their
proposals, one finds that industrial
policy represents a dramatic, even rev-
olutionary, social, political, and eco-
nomic change in the basic functions of
Government.

While many advocates will stress the
need for greater cooperation among
Government, labor, and business, vir-
tually every proposal which has been
advanced would simply result in great-
er intervention in the economy by the
Government. Such a plan would typi-
cally require that the company or in-
dustry give up some right or meet
some conditions in exchange for Gov-
ernment support or assistance. Those
who support this quid pro quo con-
cept, must show that increased inter-
vention above and beyond the many
smaller interventions the Government
has made in the past necessarily im-
proves the health of the economy.

Before our Government adopts a
radical change, it must be shown
beyond a shadow of a doubt that an
industrial policy board will truly ad-
dress the underlying problems it pro-
poses to resolve.

Instead of looking at our already ex-
isting institutions, industrial policy
supporters want to create more Gov-
ernment-sponsored and/or -dominated
institutions. I contend that the essen-
tial positions and institutions are al-
ready in place to do a better economic
job than has been done in recent
years. Many believe that the Washing-
ton complex has already become too
big of a bureaucracy. Why will more or
bigger mean better?

INCREASED CENTRALIZATION IN A
DECENTRALIZING ECONOMY

Second, I have concern that enacting
an industrial policy would centralize
the decisionmaking process in Govern-
ment at a time when the economy and
country are moving toward increased
decentralization.

As John Naisbitt, author of Mega-
trends and a recent witness before the
Joint Economic Committee, has writ-
ten:

Centralized structures are crumbling all
across America. But our society is not fall-
ing apart. Far from it. The people of this
country are rebuilding America from the
bottom up into a stronger, more balanced,
more diverse society * * * Americans are
spreading out of small towns and rural areas
and leaving the old industrial cities as de-
cayi.ng monuments to a past civilization. As
we decentralize, we diversify and tend to
stress our differences instead of our similar-
ities.

A national industrial policy would be
going against the natural shifts and
adjustments toward decentralization
that are currently occurring.

POLITICIZATION OF DECISIONMAKING

Third, I believe that a politicization
in a national industral policy would
occur. Instead of making economic
policy decisions based upon economic
merit, political choices would repeat-
edly prevail.

In reviewing some of the past deci-
sions made in Washington one does
not need a crystal ball to conclude
that a politicization of the proposed
process would inevitably result.

For example, in 1951 the Senate
Banking and Currency Committee in-
vestigated the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation, which, incidentally, is
very similar to the Industrial Develop-
ment Bank being proposed in many of
the industrial policy measures. Sena-
tor Fulbright, then chairman of the
Senate Banking Subcommittee on Re-
construction Finance Corporation,
stated that—

There's been a large number of instances
in which the board of directors of the Re-
construction Finance Corporation (RFC)
has approved the making of loans over the
adverse advice of the corporation’s most ex-
perienced examiners and reviewing officials,
notwithstanding the absence of compelling
reasons for doing so and the presence of
convincing reasons for not doing so0.

According to the Senate report, the
RFC “thrusts money on the propri-
etors of roadside snake farms, cultiva-
tors of cactus plants for sale in dime
stores, dental clinics, paperboard
makers, * * * a rainbow trout factory,
and some very devious fellows who

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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wanted to be concessionaires for the
roulette room in a Nevada hotel.”

A more recent example of politics
overcoming economic merit was the
recent passage of the so-called jobs
bill. This was the measure which was
supposed to help address the problems
of millions of unemployed Americans.
Instead of targeting the assistance to
those areas of the country with the
highest levels of unemployment, much
of the Government support appears to
have gone to the congressional dis-
tricts of the Members whose commit-
tee happened to have jurisdiction over
the bill. Indeed, $33 million was appro-
priated and obligated for a highway
widening project in the House commit-
tee chairman’s district. That fact is
certainly not a criticism of any
Member; rather, it is a criticism of the
system which promotes such results.
No wonder a July 9 editorial in the
New York Times stated that “Con-
gress does better at creating jobs pro-
grams than creating jobs.”

Little evidence has been brought
forth by industrial policy supporters
to show that politics, not reason, will
prevail in the decisionmaking by an in-
dustrial board or Industrial Develop-
ment Bank. Senator WiLLiam PRrox-
MIRE perhaps stated it best when he
wrote:

Money will go where the political power
is; it will go where unions are mobilized,
where mayors and governors, representa-
tives and senators have the power to push
it. Anybody who thinks that the govern-
ment resources will be allocated on the basis
of merit hasn’t been in Washington very

long.

PICKING WINNERS AND LOSERS IS INEVITABLE

Fourth, most industrial policy advo-
cates claim that industrial boards
would only offer suggestions for con-
sideration by the Congress, but it
seems to me the inevitable result
would be the picking of winners, or
picking of losers, or picking winners
and losers. Despite the good intention
of trying to achieve greater coopera-
tion among the major economic actors,
the process of determining which in-
dustries to support or where to allo-
cate capital is, in effect, deciding
which groups will benefit at the ex-
pense of other groups.

This is perhaps the key point: Gov-
ernment cannot create real credit or
capital any more than it can create
wealth. It can only reallocate already
existing credit, capital, or wealth.

Moreover, I seriously question the
ability of any board of government bu-
reaucrats to make such predictions as
to winners or losers. Who, for exam-
ple, in the Government after World
War II could have foreseen that re-
search with grains of sand would lead
to the development of the high tech
industry as the industry of economic
growth and new jobs in the near
future?
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Dr. Robert Noyce, cofounder of Fair-
child Semiconductor and Intel Corp.
and a National Medal of Science recip-
ient, told the Joint Economic Commit-
tee how difficult it is to pick winners
and losers as an active participant in
the marketplace, not to mention the
arduous task that would confront
some government panel. He testified:

Since I have spent most of my life in en-
trepreneurial high technology business, I
should be better than most in picking win-
ners and losers. Yet I advised my wife a few
years ago not to invest in the local start up
which has turned out to be the most sue-
cessful in American Industrial History to
date—Apple Computer * * *. I'm fortunate
that my wife, like most, did not take my
advice.

If anything, experience shows that
the Government probably has a better
record picking losers than it does win-
ners.

REPRESENTATION ON THE INDUSTRIAL BOARD

Fifth, while the intent of an indus-
trial policy would be to reach consen-
sus decisions through cooperation, I
am also concerned that in attempting
to do so they would leave many impor-
tant economic actors completely out of
the picture. Most proposals would
allow big business, big labor, big gov-
ernment to serve on and dominate
some industrial board.

Many of the so-called new sunrise in-
dustries have expressed concern to me
that under an industrial policy they
would not be on an equal footing with
some of the more traditional indus-
tries in presenting their views in
Washington.

Even if room could be made to
ensure the representation of all in-
volved, it is in fact the larger compa-
nies and entities which are best pre-
pared to use their own bureaucracies
to deal with the Government bureauc-
racies. This would leave smaller firms
at a competitive disadvantage.

Since small businesses—which com-
prise more than 95 percent of the total
number of businesses in the United
States—supply more than 80 percent
of all new employment, almost 40 per-
cent of our gross national product, as
well as half of all major innovations
and new technologies, one must seri-
ously question the wisdom of creating
a centralized, national industrial
board.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT BANK WILL DISTORT
THE ECONOMY

Sixth, my strongest objection con-
cerns a proposed industrial develop-
ment bank board to directly reallocate
credit and capital. In addition to the
arguments I raised earlier concerning
the politicization of the decisionmak-
ing process and the inability to select
winners and losers, I fear that such a
bank would unnecessarily distort ad-
justments occurring within the econo-
my.

The important point to be reiterated
here is that such a board would not be
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creating credit, but rather allocating
credit which might otherwise have
gone to other growing sectors of the
economy.

This is the experience which oc-
curred in Korea. The government
there directed the credit in the coun-
try to certain selected industries.
While the chosen industries were suc-
cessful to a limited degree, the success
was not achieved without costs being
imposed on the overall Korean econo-
my. For all intents and purposes the
nontargeted industries had an unlegis-
lated tax imposed on them since it was
:g:lre difficult for them to obtain cap-

Mr. Kim Kihwan, of the Korea De-
velopment Institute in Seoul, has writ-
ten that—

The basic message from this experience is
that excessive intervention in the market
creates inefficiencies which eventually hurt
economic performance. By creating a deep
and prolonged gap between the real and the
effective cost of capital in certain industries
and by discriminating excessively among in-
dustries, the policies contributed to both a
slowdown in export growth and adverse de-
velopments in equity and income distribu-
tion. . . . The policy of extending preferen-
tial access to credit and treatment in tax-
ation to strategic industries is being phased
out. In its place the government is moving
toward an incentive system which is neutral
with regard to firms and industries and
which will allow the effective cost of capital
to more accurately reflect the true cost.

Since capital is not being created
within the economy, the effect of allo-
cating credit by the Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation would target re-
sources to some at the expense of
others in the economy. This is analo-
gous to a balloon or waterbed, which
when depressed pushes outward on
the opposite side while the total
amount of air or water has remained
constant. The point is that a greater
cost on the economy is incurred by po-
litically targeting resources to certain
sectors over other sectors rather than
allowing the cumulative effects of in-
dividual decisions in the marketplace
to prevail.

WE MUST STRESS THE ECONOMIC FUNDAMENTALS

Because I do not believe that the
burden of proof that an industrial
policy is needed can be met, govern-
ment policy should instead concen-
trate on a return to the fundamentals.
We do not need a national industrial
policy to stress the basics.

An editorial in the Wall Street Jour-
nal put it best:

The only industrial policy we need is one
that offers the maximum possibility for in-
dividual decision makers to apply their initi-
ative and imagination, take their risks and
reap the rewards when their judgments are
correct. As a group they will be right far
more often than government bureaucrats
not subject to the disciplines and incentives
of the market.

Instead of allocating credit within
the economy or targeting specific in-
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dustries, we should focus on legislation
to increase the amount of savings, re-
search and development, incentives to
work, invest and produce, and improve
the quality of education our students
receive. We should concentrate on pro-
moting free trade throughout the
world and U.S. competitiveness in ex-
ports. The Government policy objec-
tive should be the development of
sound fiscal and monetary policies
that avoid unnecessary shifts in re-
sponse to every change in the econo-
my. I also believe that the Govern-
ment has a valuable role to play in en-
couraging worker retraining programs
to assist with the transitions that are
taking place within the economy.

But to achieve these objectives, a
return to the fundamentals rather
than the creation of a national indus-
trial policy board is the key for estab-
lishing the foundation for increased
jobs and sustained economic growth.
That in the end should be the aim of
our policies.

THE BEST AND THE BRIGHTEST ARE NOT HERE IN
WASHINGTON

Mr. Speaker, there are many other
points I could raise against the consid-
eration of an industrial policy, howev-
er, if there is anything I believe we
should have learned from our experi-
ence in Vietnam, it is that the best and
the brightest have not necessarily
been proven to be in Washington. I am
especially not convinced that a panel
of bureaucrats can or should make de-
cisions that have been traditionally
made individually by American con-
sumers, workers, investors and busi-

nesspeople.

Those who advocate an industrial
policy have an overwhelming burden
of proof to carry in order to show that
an industrial policy is needed to in-
crease jobs and improve economic
growth.e

THE DAY OF SOVIET SHAME
HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

® Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, it was
15 years ago, on August 21, 1968, that
over half a million Soviet and Warsaw
Pact troops invaded the sovereign
state of Czechoslovakia. This flagrant
violation of international law, the
“Day of Soviet Shame” was the final
episode in what had been a moderat-
ing period for the Soviet-dominated
state.

Today I urge my colleagues to never
forget the plight of Czechoslovakia,
whose people have always been stead-
fast friends of our Nation. The many
Czech, Slovak, and Subcarpatho-Ru-
thenian descendants living in the
United States have contributed greatly
to the continued growth of our coun-
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try; they are amongst this Nation's
most loyal citizens.

The people of Czechoslovakia have
been enslaved by the illegitimate gov-
ernment that took power 15 years ago,
firmly entrenched in the blind ideolo-
gy of the Soviet Union. The continued
occupation of that country is a crime
against the right to determine one’s
goals and destiny. Czechoslovakia has
been denied this right, its people en-
slaved by the arm of Soviet domina-
tion and paranoia.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that we renew our
resolve against Soviet domination in
Czechoslovakia. The brutal silencing
of this freedom loving people is a con-
stant reminder of the Soviet Union’s
flagrant violation of international law.

On this, the anniversary of the
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia 15
years ago, I ask that my colleagues
join me in decrying the continued
Soviet military presence in that
nation. We must never forget the cou-
rageous men and women of Czechoslo-
vakia, as we are their only hope.@

——————

DISINVESTMENT STUDY
HON. CHARLES WILSON

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

® Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, the idea
of portfolio disinvestment of holdings
in U.S. firms doing business in South
Africa has beguiled State and munici-
pal assemblies and university trustees
over the past year. It is seen by its pro-
ponents as a way to damage the eco-
nomic prospects of that country, and
cause it, thereby, to alter its domestic
policies. It is also seen, somewhat mys-
teriously, as a benefit to the black
population of South Africa. However
well meaning these initiatives are,
their impact on South African black
employment certainly promises to be
negative, and their cost to the pension
and other trust funds affected is defi-
nitely so—as indicated by such obser-
vations as those -hereto appended.

Mr. Speaker, another point missed
by these initiatives is the leadership
role played by U.S. firms in improving
employment, health, and educational
opportunities for nonwhites in South
Africa. In the past few years U.S.
firms have invested some $50 million
toward these objectives.

Mr. Speaker, it is both natural and
proper for Americans to seek measures
to bring justice to any part of the
world where injustice obtains. But I
would hope that this particular expe-
dient has run its course, before it does
any further damage to our own society
as well as the people we are trying to
help in South Africa.

I submit the following articles to be
printed in the RECORD.
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[From Pensions & Investment Age, June 13,
19831

SouTH AFRICA INVESTMENT STUDY

HIGHER RISKS, LESS DIVERSITY SEEN IN
DIVESTED PORTFOLIOS

CoLumeus, OH1o.—Divesting the stock of
companies doing business in or with South
Africa could have “Significant conse-
quences” for a pension fund, an Ohio group
states.

According to a report by the Ohio Retire-
ment Study Commission, higher risks and
less diversification could result from total
divestiture.

But the study also states “it is debatable
whether divesting and excluding ‘South Af-
rican investments' achieves anything.

“There is . . . somewhat more support for
the proposition ... supporting a policy
which pressures American companies to set
a good example in their South African oper-
ations. . . .”

The study was conducted by the commis-
sion at the request of the Ohio Legislature
in response to two bills that would affect
portions of the five state public pension
funds. The funds have assets totaling more
than $11 billion.

Both bills would prohibit investment in
American corporations that have any busi-
ness relationship with South Africa or in-
vestments located in South Africa.

One bill adds an additional prohibition
against investing in any bank or building
and loan association that makes loans to
either the South African government,
South African businesses or a subsidiary or
affiliate of a U.S. company operating in
South Africa, according to the study.

Both bills are broadly drawn and the aim
is the same—to help institute an economic
boycott against South Africa, the study
adds.

The commission raises—and attempts to
answer—four questions about the restriction
of pension fund investments in U.S. compa-
nies with South African business operations:

Would a restrictive investment strategy
result in a lower rate of return on invest-
ments, thus jeopardizing future pension
benefits?

Would the use of restrictive investment
criteria violate the legal and fiduciary re-
sponsibilities of the pension fund trustees?

Would such a strategy, in the aggregate,
influence American corporate policy in this
area?

Would the strategy influence the South
African government in the area of race rela-
tions?

The commission said that while the evi-
dence is not conclusive that lower returns
would result, higher risk and lower diversifi-
cation might indeed result. However it said
that as long as other investment opportuni-
ties offer equal return potential, and there
are no diversification problems, South
Africa related companies could be excluded
without violating the trustees’ responsibil-
ities.

The study added it was debatable whether
such a strategy would affect policies directly
because South Africa is not overly depend-
ent on U.S. investments.

Although few public pension funds have
adopted restrictive investment strategies
dealing with South Africa, those that have
fall into three categories, according to the
study.

Some funds have opted for a total divest-
ment/exclusion portfolio strategy; a second
group has followed a “selective divestment/
exclusion” strategy where a set of criteria




23494

are used in a company-by-company ap-
proach; and still others have opted for a
“concerned or active shareholder” strategy.
This last approach enables the investor to
become an active participant in supporting
various shareholder resolutions on South
gilrican issues as they relate to U.S. compa-
es,

The commission study suggests adopting
either the second or third strategies.

If the Ohio Legislature approved a bill re-
quiring total divestment of the five Ohio
funds, 15% to 209% of the combined assets,
about $1.98 billion, would be affected, ac-
cording to 1980 data used in the report.

The study asserts a policy of total divesti-
ture could have “significant consequences
and might result in lowered returns, higher
risks and less diversification.”

However, should the second option be
adopted—{following a very selective divest-
ment/exclusion policy, only 1% to 2% of the
combined assets might be affected, depend-
ing on the policy’'s wording.

If the third option were adopted, there
would be no effect on the Ohio funds, the
study said.

Oddly enough, Ohio laws already contain
language encouraging investment in Ohio-
based companies. The Commission said that
4%, or $253 million, of the Ohio State
Teachers Retirement System assets was in
“QOhio companies" that do business in South
Africa. Total investments by the system in
companies doing business in South Africa
were $1.3 billion—21%—as of Jan. 1.

The commission also studied the cost of
adopting each policy.

Three areas in pension fund management
were found to be costly when pursuing a
policy of restricted investments.

The first and most important cost would
be that the portfolio becomes less attractive
in terms of return, risk and diversification,
according to the commission.

Second, if a major divestment or exclusion
strategy is adopted, large transaction costs
would result.

Using transaction cost statistics taken
from a State of California Retirement Sys-
tem’s study, the commission calculated a
minimum transaction cost of between $30
million and $40 million would ensue to the
Ohio funds as they stood in 1980.

Another cost to the Ohio funds would be
the staff time required to institute and
maintain the restrictive investment policy.

[From Pensions & Investment Age, June 13,
19831

DIVESTMENT: INFORM THE TAXPAYERS

Once again, the issue of investing in com-
panies doing business in or with South
Africa is heating up. As reported elsewhere
in this issue, 22 states and eight local gov-
ernments are confronted with legislation re-
quiring their pension funds to divest them-
selves of the stocks of companies with
South African connections.

Those pushing such legislation are at-
tempting to make a political statement of
their revulsion at the South African policies
of apartheid.

Those opposing the legislation are con-
cerned about the impact of divestiture on
the investment returns earned by the public
employee pension funds and, ultimately, on
the taxpayers who, in most cases, have not
been consulted about the proposed restric-
tions.

Proponents argue that the divestiture
would have no impact on the investment re-
turns, and often refer to limited studies in
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which investment returns actually have
been improved by such divestiture.

Opponents argue in response that the
cases cited by proponents deal with only
small funds, not with funds investing bil-
lions of dollars and that the studies have
not considered the relative risk of the South
Africa-free portfolios.

Closer examination of one example by
Prof. Roy Schotland of Georgetown Univer-
sity Law School showed the South Africa-
free portfolio was 169 riskier than the port-
folio free to invest in South Africa, yet pro-
vided investment returns only 3% greater.

That is, in this instance, the risk-adjusted
returns of the portfolio prohibited from
South Africa-related stocks was significant-
1y lower.

In addition, as Prof. Schotland and others
point out, the restricted portfolios are nee-
essarily less liquid, causing problems for the
billion-dollar state and local government
pension plans.

Thus, long-term investment returns are
likely to be lower, means higher taxes or
lower benefits.

The problem with such restrictive legisla-
tion is that political activists are attempting
to use public monies to make statements.
Others might oppose apartheid, but believe
that divesting funds of the stocks of compa-
nies doing business in South Africa is a use-
less gesture.

Before such restrictions are placed on any
public pension fund, there at least should be
full public discussion of the potential costs
of such restrictions to the taxpayers and
beneficiaries, and then there should be a
referendum.

Only if the taxpayers are fully informed
that such a restriction might increase their
taxes or might reduce future benefits for
the beneficiaries, and then vote in favor of
it, should such a restriction be imposed.

[From the Boston Herald, May 25, 1983]
WE HURT OURSELVES

Punching oneself in the mouth in order to
make a protest against the brutality of a
bully in another corner of the world sounds
pretty stupid. Right?

Well, don't laugh too soon. We're doing
just that here in Massachusetts. So far it
has cost us $14.4 million worth of pain with-
out even bruising the bully, and it could cost
us even more in the very near future.

We're saddled with a public pension
system that is so deep in the hole financial-
ly that it is just about out of sight—and it's
getting deeper every day. Yet four months
ago our state government, as a means of
showing its opposition to the repressive
racial policies of South Africa, chose to
unload its stock holdings in firms doing
business with that nation. In doing so we
took a loss that came straight out of the
pension funds for teachers and state em-
ployees which were used to make those in-
vestments. Now that Governor Michael S.
Dukakis has approved a similar “divesti-
ture” law covering our investments in com-
panies with business links to Northern Ire-
land, our losses will in all likelihood mount.

The apartheid in South Africa, injustices
committed on both sides in Ulster, are all
abhorrent to the majority of Massachusetts
residents.

But what are these measures achieving?
Are there blacks in South Africa liberated
today because of the sacrifices of the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts? Are the two
sides in Ulster closer to peace because of the
gestures of the Dukakis administration?
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What confuses us in all this is the frac-
tured logic that has been employed in high
places.

Sure, the South African regime is not run
by a bunch of nice, humane guys.

But maybe Mr. Dukakis should check out
some of the other nations who are pumping
millions of dollars of imports into this coun-
try.

The Saudis, for instance. Next time Mr.
Dukakis fills up his gas tank he might re-
member that the sheikhs sitting on all that
oil treat women about as well as many of his
electors treat their household pets.

And India. We guess Mrs. Gandhi would
be invited to the State House if she showed
up in town. Yet the manner in which her
nation has abused and dispossessed The Un-
touchables is one of the most shocking in
history.

And what about the Soviets and how they
have treated the Ukrainians, the Tadziks
the Uzbeks? Any Dukakis plans for a ban on
business with them?

The list goes on, but it would be laboring
the point.

Divestiture is futile. Like a self-inflicted
punch on the nose, the only pain we'll
notice is our own.e

SALUTE TO MARGARET S.
PLUMMER

HON. GEORGE MILLER

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

® Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, on August 10, 1983, Mrs.
Margaret S. Plummer of Martinez,
Calif., will be honored for her service
in the National Weather Service's Co-
operative Weather Observer program.
I am pleased to have this opportunity
to salute Mrs. Plummer and want to
share her contribution with my col-
leagues in the House of Representa-
tives.

The Commerce Department’'s Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration recently paid tribute to
Mrs. Plummer’s more than 31 years of
continuous and exceptional service as
a volunteer in the field of meteorologi-
cal observations by awarding her the
John Campanious Holm Award. Al-
though many of us in this Chamber
may not realize the significance which
this award carries, Mrs. Plummer may
be duly honored to receive one of the
highest awards granted by cooperative
service. This award is named after
Rev. John Campanious Holm, who, in
1644, took the first known weather ob-
servations in this country, without the
use of instruments.

In this period of budget cutbacks
and staff shortages, volunteers play an
increasingly important role in main-
taining vital services to the communi-
ty and the Nation. With more than
12,000 of her fellow volunteers, Mrs.
Plummer has helped document our
Nation’s climate with dependable and
accurate daily records of temperature
and precipitation. I join the residents
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of Contra Costa County and the staff
of the Commerce Department’s NOAA
in congratulating Mrs. Plummer and
wishing her much success in the
future.e

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS INCI-
DENT SHOWS HOW POORLY
WE ARE ABLE TO DEAL WITH
JAPAN—WAKARIMASEN

HON. FORTNEY H. (PETE) STARK

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

@ Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, in the
past, I have expressed concern to my
colleagues in Congress about the dis-
parity of the amounts of technical in-
formation flowing from the United
States to Japan and from Japan back
into the United States. I have suggest-
ed that the root of this problem lies in
the lack of qualified personnel in this
country with the ability to translate
often times important Japanese tech-
nical and scientific information into
English. I began to look for a possible
solution or at least a means toward im-
proving the imbalance. It seemed to
me that the most obvious course of
action was to look at how those whom
we are competing with have achieved
s0 much more success in the accumu-
lation, translation, and dissemination
of worldwide technical information—
namely, the Japanese.

My staff called the Japanese Embas-
sy to obtain two Japanese laws that es-
tablished the Japanese Information
Center for Science and Technology, a
state-run organization in that country
that has as its primary purpose the
collection and dissemination of foreign
technical information. I thought that
perhaps I might be able to use these
laws as models for similar U.S. legisla-
tion. There was one problem, however:
the laws given to me were printed—
naturally—in their native Japanese.

Mr. Speaker, I, of course, thought
this was just a minor and very tempo-
rary setback. As a Member of Con-
gress, I have at my disposal the great-
est library, resource center, and refer-
ence center in the world—the Library
of Congress. Surely, I believed, they
would have no difficulty translating a
legal document of one of the world's
most influential nations—a nation
famous for its 1,000-year history of
great literature and modern-day Nobel
laureates. Unfortunately, the Library's
translation service had no one current-
ly on the staff fluent in legally techni-
cal Japanese and, thus, they were
unable to fulfill my request, although
they offered to contract the job out
for $900 or $64 per page. But, they as-
sured me that if I ever needed any-
thing translated from such technologi-
cally powerful languages as Lithuani-
an or Romanian, there would be no
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problem. In fact, even if a major tech-
nological breakthrough were devel-
oped by a Roman writing in Latin,
they could handle it. Yet, for Japa-
nese—that insignificant language of
the largest research population per
capita in the world, the language of in-
dustry that is quickly eroding the pre-
mier position of U.S. industry in the
automobile, steel, and electronics mar-
kets—for Japanese, there was no need
for a technical translation service.

Mr. Speaker, I am not critical of the
Library; perhaps they simply do not
get many requests for the translations
of Japanese technical documents. But
I am critical of the prevailing attitude
in American industry and government
that believes we can afford to ignore
the wealth of original and creative
technical advances currently being de-
veloped in Japan.

I am sharing this story with you
simply because the stark reality, no
pun intended, of the situation is that
unless we improve the flow of techni-
cal information from Japan into our
own country by asking for more Japa-
nese technical and scientific informa-
tion, we will quickly find ourselves
behind our Japanese competitors with
no chance to catch up again. In the
meantime, I will get these documents
translated, even if it means asking the
Japanese Government to do what the
American legislative branch cannot—
translate Japanese into English.e

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

® Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, due
to official business, I was unable to be
present on the floor during two roll-
call votes on August 4. Had I been
present, I would have voted “aye’ on
rollcall 321, approving the journal of
August 3, and “aye” on rollcall 327, ap-
proving House Resolution 299, the
rule on H.R. 3391, Trade Act of 1974
Amendments.e@

COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION
AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 3409

HON. LEON E. PANETTA

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

® Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, today,
August 4, 1983, both the House and
Senate approved amendments to H.R.
3409, the Federal Supplemental Com-
pensation Act amendments, that
would expand and extend the current
Federal program to distribute Govern-
ment-owned surplus commodities to
needy persons and institutions such as
schools, child care centers, and elderly
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feeding programs. As I mentioned on
August 4, these amendments represent
a compromise that was hastily drawn
just prior to House and Senate pas-
sage. As a consequence, there may be
conflicting interpretations as to what
was agreed upon. As the primary
House Member involved in these nego-
tiations and in my capacity of chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Domes-
tic Marketing, Consumer Relations,
and Nutrition of the Committee on
Agriculture, I would like to present my
understanding of what was agreed to.
In general, it is my belief that where
congressional intent is ambiguous or
unclear, the issue should be resolved
in a manner consistent with the com-
modity distribution bill passed by the
House, H.R. 1590.

Basically, H.R. 3409 includes the
most important elements of H.R. 1590,
the Emergency Food Assistance and
Commodity Distribution Act of 1983,
that was passed by the House on June
16, 1983, by a 389 to 18 vote. The bill is
not simply an extension of the com-
modity distribution program mandat-
ed in the jobs bill, Public Law 98-8,
but represents an expansion and revi-
sion of that program. It includes vari-
ous provisions and concepts taken
from H.R. 1590, S. 17 (the bill passed
by the Senate Committee on Agricul-
ture, Nutrition, and Forestry), and
Public Law 98-8.

The bill would mandate operation of
a commodity distribution program for
2 years. It would require the Secretary
of Agriculture to distribute, without
charge or credit, all available price
supported commodities acquired by
the Commodity Credit Corporation
and not committed for another use to
eligible recipient agencies. While the
Secretary would have discretion to de-
termine what quantities of commod-
ities are in excess of those needed for
other commitments, his discretion
would not be unlimited. The Secretary
would be expected to have specific
other uses in mind in order to with-
hold distribution of available supplies
of commodities. The law requires him
to “make maximum use of the Na-
tion's agricultural abundance.”

H.R. 3409 would generally continue
distribution to the same recipient
agencies eligible under Public Law 98-
8. The list of eligible agencies in the
bill is not intended to be exclusive.
The Secretary and the States would
have discretion to authorize participa-
tion of other agencies that generally
serve the purposes of the act. The ref-
erence to the eligibility of charitable
institutions, to the extend that needy
persons are served, is not intended to
be a strict limitation on these institu-
tions such that only needy persons
within them can be served. It is in-
tended to limit participation to chari-
table institutions that serve, at least in
part, needy persons.
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H.R. 3409 would require that com-
modities generally be provided to
emergency feeding centers on a priori-
ty basis. As Senator DoLE pointed out
in the August 4 Senate floor debate,
this would not be an exclusive priority.
Traditional outlets such as schools
would continue to receive their histori-
cal share of these commodities. If ad-
ditional commodities are available,
those serving the needy would general-
ly have first call on them.

Under these amendments, the Secre-
tary of Agriculture would continue to
be required to pay for the costs of ini-
tial processing and packaging of com-
modities into forms and quantities
suitable for household and institution-
al use, as well as the costs of trans-
porting commodities to the States. He
would be authorized to pay such costs
from funds of the Commodity Credit
Corporation or utilize any other fund-
ing at his disposal. The Secretary
would not be permitted to utilize any
of the $50 million in annual appropria-
tions authorized under H.R. 3409 for
State and local administrative costs to
pay for initial processing and packag-
ing of commodities, or transporting
them to the State or local level.

The up to $50 million in annual
funding authorized for State and local
administrative costs is to be made
available in advance upon request of
eligible recipient agencies. The Secre-
tary and the States would have discre-
tion to assure that advance funding re-
quests are reasonable. However, the
availability of advance funding is a key
element in assuring maximum effec-
tiveness in program administration,
and the Secretary should facilitate
adequate advance funding for eligible
agencies, up to the limits specified in
this bill.

A minimum of 20 percent of the
funding under this bill is to be made
available to agencies that directly
serve needy persons. The remainder of
the funding is to be utilized by the
States generally to cover the costs of
storage and distribution to all eligible
outlets, including both emergency
feeding outlets and traditional outlets
such as schools, child care centers, el-
derly feeding programs, and others.

The plain language of the bill gov-
erns the use of the administrative
funding authorized. There is no direc-
tion in the bill, and no intention on
the part of Congress, that States use
storage and distribution funds provid-
ed under the authorization exclusively
for costs relating to emergency feeding
centers. There is no intention on the
part of Congress to require States to
maintain systems to account for which
storage and distribution costs have
been incurred in relation to emergency
feeding centers and which costs have
not. If it had been intended to limit
the States ability to utilize the fund-
ing to cover the costs of distributing
commodities to emergency agencies, it
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would surely have been so provided in
the law. I understand this may involve
a change in how administrative fund-
ing has been distributed under Public
Law 98-8 and this is precisely what is
intended.

I would emphasize that no adminis-
trative funding is to be provided di-
rectly to schools and other traditional
outlets to cover their costs once they
have received commodities. However,
the States would be expected to utilize
funding available to them, after the
20-percent allocation to emergency
feeding programs, to generally pay the
costs of storage and distribution in re-
lation to all eligible outlets.

One additional area addressed by
H.R. 3409 concerns the eligibility of
persons to receive commodities
through agencies that distribute to in-
dividual households. H.R. 3409 makes
clear that only those persons who
meet some needs test would be eligi-
ble. The determination of who is
needy would be left to the States, sub-
ject to the approval of the Secretary.

I do think this is a constructive
change and should help address what-
ever problems there may be in the dis-
placement of commercial sales of com-
modities when nonneedy persons re-
ceive commodities. I would emphasize
that this change would not authorize
the Secretary to issue specific, uni-
form, eligibility requirements for this
program. That determination should
be left to the States. The Department
may want to issue general guidance
and guidelines to assist States. Howev-
er, I believe it would be a serious error
to limit participation in this program
only to persons who are already par-
ticipating in other programs, such as
food stamps, supplemental security
income, and aid to families with de-
pendent children.

This commodity distribution pro-
gram needs to be available for all the
persons in our society who “fall
through the cracks.” There are many
people who either are not eligible or
choose not to participate in these pro-
grams, but are in great need of food
assistance.

That concludes the major points I
wanted to make about the contents of
the bill. I would like to add a few com-
ments about the process that led to its
final passage and several provisions
that were not included in the bill

Late this afternoon, August 4, 1983,
I learned that the Senate intended to
add commodity distribution amend-
ments to H.R. 3409. These amend-
ments were to be added in such a way
that, as a practical matter, no confer-
ence would be possible. Since the
House had already passed the unem-
ployment compensation amendments
in H.R. 3409, the Senate intended to
add the commodity distribution
amendments to them and immediately
adjourn for the summer recess. This
meant that any objection on the
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House side to the commodity distribu-
tion amendments would not only jeop-
ardize that part of the bill, but also
the unemployment compensation in
benefits that H.R. 3409 would provide
for many Americans.

When I learned of this situation, and
after consulting with ranking minority
member, BiLL. EMERSON, I attempted to
gain some changes in the Senate
amendments to make them more con-
sistent with H.R. 1590. While some of
these proposed changes were accepted,
several important provisions were not.

Two provisions of H.R. 1590 relating
to the replenishment of the food secu-
rity wheat reserve were not included
in the Senate amendments. Similarly,
specific provisions relating to the level
of commodities provided to schools
and other traditional outlets and the
use of administrative funding to deliv-
er commodities to these outlets were
not in the final bill. While I believe
these latter concerns in relation to tra-
ditional outlets should be adequately
addressed when the administration im-
plements the law, the protections for
the food security wheat reserve have
been weakened.

1 relate all of this history so that the
many Members who have expressed
interest in various aspects of this legis-
lation will better understand why it
was dealt with so summarily on
August 4, 1983. While I believe that
the legislation that has emerged is
very worthwhile—a 2-year program
has been set in place, administrative
funding has been provided—I would
have much preferred if several addi-
tional provisions from H.R. 1590 had
been included. Unfortunately, it was
not possible under the circumstances
despite our best efforts.e

BETTER LIFE FOR ELDERLY IS
LEGACY OF OLDER AMERI-
CANS ACT

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

® Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, the 1973
amendments to the Older Americans
Act, which first became law in 1965,
brought forth the concept of area
agencies on aging to develop and co-
ordinate needed services for the Na-
tion's increasing numbers of elderly
citizens.

Today, area agencies on aging have
become valued institutions in Ameri-
ca’s basic social service structure. The
value of that landmark legislation is
demonstrated daily through the serv-
ices rendered by these agencies.

I am pleased to draw to the atten-
tion of the House of Representatives
the accomplishments of one such
agency in particular, the Area 4
Agency on Aging in California. This
agency serves over 165,000 senior citi-
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zens in the counties of Nevada, Placer,
Sacramento, Sierra, Sutter, Yolo and
Yuba.

The increased awareness we have
today of the problems of the elderly
had been long in coming. Thanks to
the historic work of the Johnson ad-
ministration and the Congresses of the
1960’s, America began to take note of
the financial and emotional hardships
suffered by many of our elderly in a
turbulent, youth-oriented society.

Mr. Speaker, while our Nation has
become more aware of not only the
problems of the elderly, but also of
the real contributions of the elderly,
we are still a long way from realizing
the dream of secure, dignified retire-
ment for all our citizens. But we have
made progress, and the area agencies
under the Older Americans Act are
part of that progress.

The Area 4 Agency on Aging pro-
vides and oversees many services to
the community, such as general infor-
mation and referral services, transpor-
tation, health screening and educa-
tion, in-home services (such as assist-
ing in household repairs to enable the
elderly to live independently in their
homes), legal services, meal delivery,
nursing home assistance and compan-
ion programs.

On the occasion of an open house
September 1 sponsored by the Area 4
Agency on Aging of California, I wish
to commend this organization on its
valuable service to the elderly and the
community as a whole.@

VOTER INTEREST AND
PARTICIPATION ACT OF 1983

HON. TOM CORCORAN

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

® Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, for
nearly 200 years, the American two-
party system has functioned well. At
the present time, though, it is threat-
ened by changes in law and practice.
In order to preserve and shore up our
historical two-party system, on May 11
I introduced legislation that would
allow the Democratic and Republican
parties to return to their former
strength in the electoral process.
Prompt enactment of this legislation,
H.R. 2976, the Voter Interest and Par-
ticipation Act of 1983, will help the
American people have additional con-
fidence that their governmental
system is responsive to their needs. By
moving on my bill now, Congress can
substantially improve the climate for
political parties prior to the next elec-
tion.

Let me review some of the develop-
ments that have made this legislation
necessary. Our two-party system is
almost unique in the world today. In
cocuntries with a parliamentary form
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of government, there tends to be a
large variety of parties competing for
office. Canada’'s four parties, Britain’'s
three parties, and the multiparty
system of Western Europe are exam-
ples of this. Multiparty systems sur-
vive in parliamentary systems because
there is generally control of the execu-
tive branch by the Parliament. Often,
governments rise or fall on coalitions.
Frequent votes of confidence occur to
insure that such governments remain
true to the wishes of the voters.

One-party states exist in a variety of
forms, expecially in the developing
world and Moscow’s orbit. They argue
that elections, or at least competitive
elections, destabilize the government.
A kind of corporate responsiveness is
credited to such systems by their cre-
ators.

I would like to emphasize that there
is nothing magical about a two-party
system. As I have noted, two-party sys-
tems are the exception, rather that
the rule in today's world. But the two-
party system has served the United
States very well until very recently. In
the past 10 years, assaults on our two-
party system in law and practice have
weakened our two great political par-
ties. The result is that the American
people have less and less confidence
that our political parties can form the
basis for governing. These threats to
such valuable institutions and symbols
of our Republic must be ended. My
legislation would effectively improve
the ability of the Democratic and Re-
publican Parties to lead our electoral
system once again.

What threats have developed to the
two parties? First, party organizations
at the precinct, congressional district,
State, and National levels have been
weakened in the name of reform. Both
parties lack their former ability to
nominate candidates for office having
the support of most people from the
party in a given geographic area. In
place of this, candidates are almost
completely free to act on their own.
Typically, a candidate for office de-
cides that he will be a candidate, orga-
nizes his own campaign, raises his own
funds, develops his own strategy, and
he, alone, is responsible for all of these
things. Candidate selection, campaign
organization, fund raising, strategy
and responsibility used to have impor-
tant components from the Democratic
and Republican parties. By allowing or
encouraging candidates to do every-
thing or almost everything on their
own, in the name of election reform,
voters are given enormously difficult
choices. Instead of using the position
of the two political parties as refer-
ence points to evaluate candidates,
voters must ascertain the gradations
of candidates on their own. It is easy
to say that people want to vote for
“the man and not the party.” But the
present system weakens the tradition-
al two parties by allowing candidates
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to run without the discipline of party
organization and assistance.

Again in the name of election
reform, political parties have been re-
stricted in the amount of cash and
inkind contributions they can give to
candidates. This post-Watergate
reform was institutionalized by a Su-
preme Court case, Buckley against
Valeo, and decisions of the Federal
Election Commission (FEC). Taxpayer
funds make up most of the available
moneys for Presidential candidates,
once they qualify according to FEC
guidelines. But the restriction on the
assistance that can be given a candi-
date by the two national political par-
ties has the result of leaving a good
deal of slack to be made up by other
organizations: special interest groups
and political action committees
(PAC's).

Neither special interest groups nor
political action committees is bad. But
because of their great numbers and in-
fluence, the voter is unable to demand
the kind of accountability and respon-
siveness from such groups and com-
mittees as they formerly expected
from the Republican and Democratic
parties. It is even possible that the ex-
treme costliness of congressional elec-
tions in the past 10 years has been
made worse by the weakening of the
two-party system in all phases of the
electoral process, especially the fund-
ing of elections.

Here the role of incumbency comes
into play. Special interest groups and
PAC’s have a very vital stake in the
status quo. Whatever they find in
Congress, they to seek in Congress,
simply because such an arrangement is
more predictable and easier to work
with than a wave of new faces or lead-
erships election after election. By rely-
ing on funding of election from PAC’s
and special interest groups, incum-
bents in the House and Senate are in-
sulated from the will of the American
voter to an unreasonable extent.
When combined with the enormous in-
creases in the amount of perquisites
available to incumbents which were
enacted under the leadership of
former Representative Wayne L. Hays,
as chairman of the Committee on
House Administration during the mid-
1970’'s, the voters have their decisions
effectively frustrated by the combina-
tion of weakened political parties and
a self-serving congressional gravy
train. Only by renewing the role of the
two political parties can the Congress
make sure that responsibility returns
to the election process.

The result of the present system is
to increase the number of political
parties from 2 to 540. Each candidate
for Congress becomes effectively a
small political party, responsive to
nobody except himself or herself. My
legislation would reduce the relative
importance of special interest groups
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and PAC’s by simply allowing the two
political parties to have no limits on
the amounts of in kind and cash assist-
ance they can give to candidates. Be-
cause of the reporting requirements of
the present law, the voters would have
no trouble identifying where a candi-
date received support. Instead of
wading through the goals and pur-
poses of this or that special interest or
political action group, the voter would
have a much easier time evaluating
the philosophical and issue differences
between candidates for Congress. My
legislation would in no way affect the
existing disclosure requirements of po-
litical contributions.

My concern is that we correct a real
problem, the weakening of the two-
party system, rather than trying to re-
strict the powers of political action
committees. It is obvious that PAC's
developed in the post-Watergate era
when a vacuum was created by the
lessened powers of the Democratic and
Republican parties to finance congres-
sional elections. The Federal Election
Commission’s SUNPAC decision
merely sought to balance the power of
prolabor special interests who had tra-
ditionally assisted in the funding of
congressional elections by allowing
corporate employees to form PAC's.
Both prolabor and probusiness politi-
cal action committees have increased
their influence on congressional elec-
tion financing since SUNPAC, but
they did not cause SUNPAC. Had the
law allowed the Republican and

Democratic parties to maintain their

traditional funding roles, moneys
raised by special interest groups and
political action committees would
automatically be controlled to a large
extent.

To restrict political action commit-
tees without restoring the two-party
system to vitality leaves only one
option for the funding of congression-
al elections. The taxpayer would be
saddled with such funding if neither
political parties nor political action
committees could manage the funding
under the law. Obviously, taxpayer fi-
nancing of congressional -elections
would be a logical extension of the in-
cumbency protection measures insti-
gated by former Congressman Hays. It
would also encourage a proliferation
of candidates within primaries, who
would be propped up long after the
voters lost interest by a tidal wave of
taxpayer funds. Furthermore,
nonaffiliated candidates would be en-
couraged to run with the backing of
taxpayer funds in direct competition
to candidates of the traditional two-
party system, thereby further weaken-
ing the competitive position of them.

My legislation, in restoring the tradi-
tional role of the two traditional par-
ties, would restore among voters the
opportunity to evaluate and hold re-
sponsible candidates for Congress
from the Democratic or Republican
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parties. It would tend to reduce the
relative role of special interests and
political action committees by allowing
the bulk of congressional funding to
be handled by the two parties. It
would discourage taxpayer funding of
elections, and the additional burden
on the Federal budget, by allowing pri-
vate financing through the vehicle of
the traditional parties. It would dimin-
ish the chances of successful nonparty
affiliated candidates as well as prevent
incumbent protection which would be
the natural result of taxpayer funding
of congressional elections. Moreover,
my legislation would restore to health
a system that has worked well for
nearly 200 years rather than building
a Rube Goldberg system in which the
voter has every right to lack confi-
dence.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the support by
our colleagues of the Voter Interest
and Participation Act of 1983, H.R.
2076.¢

EXPLANATION FOR MISSED
VOTE

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

® Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I was
unable to cast my vote on rollcall No.
299, which sought to close portions of
the Department of Defense authoriza-
tions conference report (S. 675). Had I
been present on August 1, 1983, I
would have voted “aye.” @

AMERICA’'S PROGRESS TOWARD
CIVIL RIGHTS REFORM

HON. JERRY M. PATTERSON

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

® Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, on
Tuesday, the House voted overwhelm-
ingly to honor the birthday of Martin
Luther King. Were Dr. King here
today to witness our consideration of
H.R. 2230, I wonder if he would be en-
couraged by our progress over the past
two decades in civil rights reform.

Today, when we vote on this bill to
reauthorize and extend the authority
of the Civil Rights Commission, I hope
all of my colleagues will consider the
amendment to be offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Ebp-
waRrDs). This is a compromise amend-
ment to try to depoliticize this very
important Commission.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Members to
oppose all amendments to weaken the
Edwards compromise and to vote to
extend the life of the Civil Rights
Commission for the next 5 years. It is
very important, and we owe that to
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our country and to Dr. King's
memory.

If we look back, there is much to
consider about how this legislation
will affect the future direction of civil
rights in the United States. When the
Commission was formed in 1957, preju-
dice and segregation were common-
place in our society: in education, in
employment, in housing, and in our
minds. Not a single portion of our soci-
ety was spared the markings of racial
injustice. In parts of the country,
drinking fountains bore the signs of
discrimination. Even our institutions
perpetuated prejudicial attitudes,
until, by the courage of some rare and
courageous individuals, we were made
to recognize our folly as human
beings.

In 1955, when Ms. Rosa Parks, a
black seamstress in Montgomery, Ala.,
refused to move “to the back of the
bus,” she was jailed. The poignance of
her act, and others like hers, touched
off one of the most significant revolu-
tions in American history. Prior to the
civil rights revolution, racial prejudice
and social injustice were the accepted
norm. Civil rights were forceably
denied, and fear kept many from chal-
lenging the power of fiat. Today, while
the signs of blatant discrimination
might not be as openly displayed, the
subtle signs of a not-so-glorious past
persist.

Just yesterday, the fairness of voting
practices in the primary election of a
southern State (Mississippi), were
brought into the question. Were it not
for the Civil Rights Commission, a fair
and independent assessment of voting
practices throughout our Nation
would not have been made. Without
the Civil Rights Commission, the
Voting Rights Act would not be on the
books today.

The independent, comprehensive
studies and recommendations of the
Civil Rights Commission have had a
tremendous influence on policymak-
ing. To mire debate about the struec-
ture of the Commission in controver-
sy, or to make Commission members
submissive to any President, whim to
fire without cause, would result in the
unconscionable demise of the Commis-
slon.

The debate here today must not
focus on the dismal record of the
Reagan administration with respect to
civil rights. Rather, it must focus on
the long-term integrity of the Com-
mission. The authorization for the
Commission is due to expire on Sep-
tember 30, but its work is far from
complete. Yet somehow, there are
Members of this body and of the
Senate who would seek to entangle
the appointments process in debate
over whether to reauthorize the Com-
mission at all. This is not the time to
impose a structure on the composition
of the Commission, nor is it the time
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to permit the President to fire “at
whim"” those Commissioners who
would not agree with his policies. Nei-
ther this administration, nor any
future administration, should be per-
mitted to tamper with the work of the
Commission. It must remain the objec-
tive voice of our diverse citizenry, un-
tainted by political controversy, sup-
portive of civil rights reform, and
strengthened by fairness.

August 28 will mark the 20th anni-
versary of the orderly assembly of
over a quarter of a million people in
front of the Lincoln Memorial. In the
midst of this peaceful pilgrimage for
civil rights, Dr. Martin Luther King
spoke out. He spoke of a dream which
resounds for us today. He spoke of his
four children that they would “one
day live in a nation where they will
not be judged by the color of their
skin but by the content of their char-
acter.”

Dr. King’'s dream was once consid-
ered fantastic. Today, with pride, we
can boast that in many ways it has
become reality. The Civil Rights Com-
mission has greatly affected this
change. It has forced us to look at our
society, examine our institutions, and
reform our laws. It must remain the
independent appraiser of equal protec-
tion under law for Dr. King's children
and for generations to come. Let us
preserve the effectiveness of the Civil
Rights Commission through passage
of the Edwards amendment.e

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 154—CONCURRENT RESO-
LUTION TO COMMEND DR.
ALICE RIVLIN

HON. STEPHEN J. SOLARZ

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

® Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
pay a much deserved tribute to Dr.
Alice Rivlin upon her retirement as
Director of the Congressional Budget
Office.

As a member of the Budget Commit-
tee, it has been my pleasure to work
closely with Alice Rivlin for the last 5
years. I have been consistently im-
pressed by the high standards of pro-
fessionalism and nonpartisanship she
brought to CBO and by her readiness
to respond frankly to questions even
when her answers were unpopular.

Alice is the only Director that CBO
has ever had. She built, from scratch,
an organization which has become an
indispensable part of Congress. In ad-
dition to its timely and objective fore-
casts, its examinations of Federal
fiscal priorities, and its options for re-
ducing the deficit, CBO has sent to
Congress welcome analyses of pressing
issues. We simply could not do without
CBO.
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I will miss having Alice Rivlin at the
helm of CBO. She leaves us, however,
knowing that she has well served the
Congress and the American people.
The esteem in which CBO is held is
her monument.

1 would like to thank Alice Rivlin for
her wise counsel during her tenure at
CBO and to wish her well in her en-
deavors at the Brookings Institution. I
am glad that she will remain close by
because I am sure that, as we proceed
to address the severe economic prob-
lems facing the Nation, we will need
her wisdom and insight.

I wish her the very best of luck in
the next chapter of her distinguished
career.@

A TRIBUTE TO KURT
WEISHAUPT

HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

e Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker,
once upon a time, in a land far away,
in a lifetime almost forgotten, the
world had gone mad. Persecution, vio-
lence, upheaval, torture, destruction,
death—it was a nightmare beyond
what language can describe. That tem-
pestuous period of history, however,
drove Kurt Weishaupt and his lovely
bride Trude to the shores of America.

He came here, not with his hands
open, but with his arms outstretched.
He came here, not bitter, as he had
every right to be, and not morbid, as
one might have expected. His world
was destroyed, but he came here with
hopes, and dreams, and aspirations. He
came here with a yearning to live in
peace, untouched by prejudice, and
with a desire to build a strong, loving
family.

And that he did, Mr. Speaker. He
built on his hopes and his dreams, and
he built a family whose love for one
another knows no bounds, and whose
desire to help their fellow human
beings seems endless.

Recently, Kurt Weishaupt turned
70. Yet he shows no sign of slowing
down, no slacking of his determination
to help others less fortunate than
himself. He remembers what the world
was like when he was young, and he
works to insure that the world will
never again be so cruel.

That is why Kurt is chairman of the
board of the Gift of Life program.
Even in our modern age, with all our
technological advances, there are
many terribly sick children all over
the world who are not getting the
high-quality medical attention they so
desperately need. Kurt and Trude, and
those who work with them, give these
children the Gift of Life, placing them
in American hospitals where they can
be properly treated, and raising funds
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to cover the costs of the expensive
care they require. Kurt has been to
Korea, for example, twice in the past 3
years, arranging treatment for over
100 sick Korean children.

The Gift of Life program is only one
outlet for the energies of this great
American philanthropist. Within his
hometown of Flushing, he is vice
president of the Boys' Club, which
over the years has provided construc-
tive recreational activities for thou-
sands of local underprivileged young-
sters. He is on the board of directors
of the Flushing YMCA, and he is a
new board member of Bowne House,
the historic landmark in Queens
which was the birthplace of freedom
of religion in America. Just recently
Kurt concluded a term as president of
the Rotary Club of Flushing, and he
serves on the board of trustees of
Queens’ Booth Memorial Medical
Center, a busy, urban hospital which
has often benefited from his philan-
thropic interest.

Kurt has long been involved with
stamp collecting, as both a vocation
and an avocation. He is vice president
of the International Stamp Dealers
Association and a past president of the
American Stamp Dealers Association.
What is a hobby for others, however,
is just another way to contribute for
him. He is a founding member of Phil-
atelic Hobbies for the Wounded. Since
1948, he has been chairman of the
March of Dimes stamp and coin divi-
sion, and since 1952, he has been co-
chairman of the United Jewish Appeal
stamp and coin division.

Mr. Speaker, one can only imagine
the awe and joy with which Trude and
Kurt must have first stepped upon
this great land of ours, how grateful
they must have left. The irony, howev-
er, is that it is America, although un-
knowing at the time, that should have
been grateful; for Kurt and Trude,
who came from far away, with nothing
but their self respect, had actually
adopted us.

They have reinforced the values
upon which this great Nation was
built; they have retaught us the real
meaning of humanity, of brotherhood,
and of decency. The nightmare and
the tragedy that drove them from a
world so far away on a journey filled
with fear and trepidation ended on the
day that Kurt and Trude breathed
free air. At the time, Mr. Speaker, that
day meant little to anyone except the
Weishaupts. We know now that,
though unheralded at that time, it was
indeed a truly great day for the United
States of America.

Kurt and Trude Weishaupt are the
absolute embodiment of the American
way, the American dream. They serve
as an inspiration to all of us, each and
every day, teaching us what humani-
tarianism is all about. Surely, hun-
dreds of Americans, myself included,
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as well as countless others all over this
globe, have found their lives enriched
simply by knowing Kurt and Trude
Weishaupt.

Mr. Speaker, I know that you and all
of our colleagues in the Congress of
the United States will join me in wish-
ing happy birthday to this great
American, to this great humanitarian,
and in wishing him and his lovely wife
many, many, many more years of pro-
ductivity, satisfaction, love, and joy.e

AUGUST 21: A DAY CZECHOSLO-
VAKIA WILL REMEMBER

HON. WILLIAM O. LIPINSKI

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

@ Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, August
21 is an important day for Czechoslo-
vakian people all over the world. On
this day in 1968, the armed forces of
the Soviet Union invaded the defense-
less nation of Cgzechoslovakia and
stamped out the Czechoslovakian peo-
ple’s movement toward freedom. Fif-
teen years later, we commemorate
that fateful day, and take note that
the freedoms which we today enjoy in
the United States must constantly be
defended.

The invasion by Soviet and Eastern
European troops was swift and deci-
sive. Over 650,000 troops swept across
the Czechoslovakian land and seized
key state, party, and legislative offi-
cials. Reform leaders were taken to

Moscow for interrogation. Martial law
was declared. There was some passive

resistance, such as the clandestine
radio stations that broadcast all over
the country, but the Czechoslovakian
epithets were no match for the Soviet
tanks. Czechoslovakia's brief encoun-
ter with the basic freedoms that are
enjoyed in the West was quickly and
violently ended.

What we commemorate on August
21 is not only the subjugation of one
people by another, but the basic strug-
gle for rights and freedoms that goes
on daily around the world. Hungary in
the 1950’s, Czechoslovakia in 1968, and
Poland in 1980 have all demonstrated
that totalitarian governments can be
installed in a country, but the desire
of the people for freedom and justice
cannot be eliminated.

It is no accident that the Soviet
Union must rule Eastern Europe with
an iron fist. The drive for freedom and
dignity that resides within the people
of the Eastern bloc is strong and
cannot be eliminated. This determina-
tion is reflected in numerous events of
the past 30 years. The various upris-
ings against the Communists, the pas-
sive resistance displayed by the Czechs
in 1968 and Poland's continuing labor
struggle are all vivid demonstrations
of the will for freedom in Eastern
Europe.
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Today, 15 years after the Soviet in-
vasion of Czechoslovakia, the Czech
people enjoy no more freedom than
they did in the 1960’s, and the Soviet
presence is just as pervasive. As Ameri-
cans and proud citizens of the greatest
democracy on Earth, it is up to us to
provide a beacon of freedom for op-
pressed people to look toward, and an
example of liberty and justice for all
the world to admire. While democracy
is certainly safe in our land, it is not
necessarily permanent. As Thomas
Jefferson said, “Eternal vigilance is
the price we pay for liberty.” We in
this country have been blessed with a
government and a people that make it
possible for us to enjoy the freedoms
of which our Czechoslovakian broth-
ers can only dream. To help the op-
pressed people of Eastern Europe, and
around the world, we should set an ex-
ample of freedom and justice that ev-
eryone can follow.

It is a tribute to the strength and de-
termination of the Czechoslovakian
people that they could move toward
freedom in 1968 in spite of the specter
of Soviet domination. I congratulate
the Denni Hlasatel newspaper and its
editor, Joseph Kucera, for memorializ-
ing this anniversary and reminding us
of one people's struggle for freedom.
Commemoration of the August 21,
1968, invasion of Czechoslovakia reaf-
firms both our support for the Czecho-
slovakian people, and our dedication
to making freedom and dignity a reali-
ty for people around the world.e

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
HON. TOM CORCORAN

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

® Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, I
was unable to be present for the roll-
call vote on the Levin amendment to
H.R. 2780, State and Local Fiscal As-
sistance Act Amendments of 1983,
which occurred on Tuesday, August 2.

Had I been present, I would have
voted “no.”" @

SHRINE TO ST. THOMAS MORE
HON. BILL ARCHER

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

® Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, last
month marked the commemoration of
the anniversary of the death of St.
Thomas More, the patron saint of law-
yers and all government workers, who
was led to the executioner's ax and
martyrdom in London on July 6, 1535.

Sir Thomas More, during his long
career in law and political life, was a
Member of Parliament and was elected
Speaker of the House of Commons; he
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also held the high office of Lord
Chancellor of England and several
lesser diplomatic and judicial posts. He
was always a deeply religious and holy
man, as evidenced by his beatification
in 1886 and canonization in 1935. But
in his lifetime, Thomas More was also
a preeminent English and European
scholar, author, lawyer, theologian,
humanist, diplomat, philosopher, poli-
tician, and counsel to the King.
Throughout his public and political
life, moreover, he maintained con-
stantly a devoted and active personal
interest in his large family and house-
hold. In this, I believe he set an
unique and enduring example for us
all.

Many in Congress will be pleased to
learn that we now have nearby on
Capitol Hill a new statue and small
shrine to St. Thomas More, located
just inside St. Joseph's Church at
Second and C Streets NE. The neces-
sary renovation work to enable the
statue to be displayed was completed
through the generous support of the
Thomas More Society of America and
with the special efforts of my good
friend, Rev. Msgr. John J. Murphy,
S.T.L., pastor of St. Joseph's Church
on Capitol Hill.

On June 22, 1983, the feast day of
St. Thomas More, Monsignor Murphy
celebrated a special noontime Mass in
honor of Thomas More and dedicated
the statue. He was assisted in the lit-
urgy by the Rev. Robert J. Petrella,
pastor of the Church of St. Thomas
More in southeast Washington, by the
Rev. Ladislas Orsy, S.J., of Catholic
University, and by Rev. Michael J.
Murray, associate pastor of St. Jo-
seph’s. The Rev. Msgr. John A. O'Con-
nell, rector of the Cathedral of St.
Thomas More in Arlington, Va., was
the homilist.

On the prie-dieu or kneeler placed
before the More statue in St. Joseph's,
for the benefit of those with a special
devotion to this saint, is a prayer com-
posed by Hon. Howard T. Markey,
chief judge of the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals for the Federal Circuit and the
founder of the Thomas More Society.
It is adapted from a prayer originally
written for lawyers, and reads as fol-
lows:

St. Thomas More, be our advocate and
counsel before the Divine tribunal that
alone is without error.

Bespeak for us the wisdom to apply the
precepts of God's eternal law to the prob-
lems of our daily lives.

Intercede for us that we may emulate the
sense of humor which made your heart echo
with the mirth of heaven.

Pray that we may spurn false oaths and
live as You did, faithful to our faith, even
though by doing so we may be called upon
to sacrifice our all as You sacrificed yours.

These things seek for us through the
merits of Jesus Christ, Our Lord. Amen.g@
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DON'T PLAY “BLAME THE
SCHOOLS"”

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR.

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 4, 1983

® Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Speaker, our educational system needs
reform. We recognize the need for
higher standards, stricter discipline,
and more clearly defined goals. How-
ever, few people accept that in order
to achieve meaningful, lasting reform,
we must also reform the societal per-
ception of education. Society must rec-
ognize the fundamental role of educa-
tion.

Education is the foundation of socie-
ty. Our educational system has given
us a largely literate society. Our na-
tional preeminence in technology is
largely due to the training researchers
received in this educational system.
Our schools provide the citizenship
education vital to a representative de-
mocracy. Attempts at educational
reform should recognize the basic
need for education, and the myriad
roles and types of training schools per-
form. Thomas Jefferson understood
the importance of education to socie-
ty: “A civilization which expects to be
both ignorant and free expects that
which never was and never will be.”

Educational reform must also recog-
nize that schools are strongly affected
by societal changes. Through major
societal changes and events of the past

decades—the baby boom, technological
revolutions, wars, a “drug culture,”
rising divorce rates, and the break-

down of the traditional family—
schools persevered with amazing resil-
iency and continuity. Yet we see the
effects of these changes in the school-
room in lack of discipline, short atten-
tion spans, and immature children
facing adult problems.

Ben Harris, a professor of education-
al administration at the University of
Texas at Austin, wrote about these
issues. Mr. Harris asks us not to play
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games with educational reform. He
recognizes schools’ strengths, and asks
society’s support in shaping reasona-
ble solutions. I particularly call to
your attention his recommendation
that providing in-service education for
teachers would produce better results
than merit pay. I commend this article
to my colleagues.
The article follows:
[From the Christian Science Monitor, Aug.
2, 19831
Don't PLay “BLAME THE ScHoOOLS"
(By Ben M. Harris)

American schools have many problems.
They reflect the problems of the larger soci-
ety and long decades of public neglect. But
critics of many stripes seem bent upon some
“quick fix" and generally fail to either diag-
nose or prescribe with thoughtful logie. At
least three realities seem largely ignored or
misrepresented by much of the current
media treatment of the public education
scene in this nation:

1. The public schools have many very seri-
ous problems, but they have demonstrated
enormous strengths as well. Schools have
accommodated to ““baby booms,” teacher
shortages, and deteriorating facilities with
stability and continuity of service to all.
They have adapted their programs to ac-
commodate slow learners, handicapped,
emotionally disturbed, and a constantly
changing set of social values.

In recent years, a new record was set in
holding power—75 percent of all secondary-
age youth were actually in school for the
first time in America's history. Illiteracy has
been so completely eradicated among stu-
dents that new and more demanding stand-
ards called “adult competence” or “life
skills” have replaced the literacy measures
used throughout most of the world to re-
flect national progress.

2. The teachers of America's schools
number approximately 2.5 million—the larg-
est group of college graduates in any one oc-
cupational endeavor. They determine, in a
large measure, what the unique contribu-
tion of the school will be to student
progress, but they don’t do it alone. Respon-
sibility for the quality of education is heavi-
ly shared by parents and the larger commu-
nity.

Even so, the persistent teacher shortage
of the past 30 years has left its scars. The
shortages were never seriously addressed by
our people or our politicians. School offi-
cials were forced, decade after decade, to
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accept virtually all applicants with mini-
mum qualifications. Few teachers have had
anything approximating the amount or
quality of professional training offered to
virtually every other profession.

These failures to recruit, select, or ade-
quately train have been compounded by the
persistent refusal of boards, legislatures,
and the Congress to fund in-service training
programs in the face of obvious needs.

Our Johnny-come-lately critics seem ut-
terly unaware that the youthful teaching
force of the nation (average age in mid-30s)
is ready and willing to upgrade its practices
through retraining, in-service education,
and human resource development programs.
Instead these critics offer warmed-over, long
discredited “merit pay” plans that would
not produce needed results in any case.

3. The schools are “at risk” from persist-
ent scapegoating and public neglect. A bit of
reflection is required to recall the Rudolf
Flesch mania for phonics in the 1940s, the
new math panacea in the 1950s, the TV cur-
riculum projects bypassing the classroom
teacher in the ‘60s, and the back to basics
with minimum competency testing of the
1970s. Each is an example of doomed-to-fail-
ure efforts at “school reform,” foisted upon
school officials by vested interest groups
and unknowing, self-appointed critics. The
19805 are off to another decade of capri-
cious, ill-conceived, politically motivated
meddling in the affairs of our schools.

The parents of the nation should be
aroused. Their children have become pawns
in an incessant game called “blame the
school.” The right of each child to a cur-
riculum that suits his or her individual
needs is being abridged. The rights and re-
sponsibilities of parents to work closely with
teachers and local school officials to provide
an education that is supportive of family
life and consistent with their aspirations for
their children are being frustrated. Finally,
the wisdom and technical expertise of
150,000 school administrators and supervi-
sors and hundreds of thousands of fine ex-
perienced teachers is being literally wasted.

A new era has come upon the land and
sown chaos in our schools. We cannot
return to the past, but we can reaffirm the
rights of students, parents, teachers, and
school officials to shape locally and person-
ally the education of each learner. We need
cheerleaders, an enthusiastic crowd of sup-
porters, a few responsible officials, some
water boys, too! But too many coaches inter-
fering with players' efforts is a sure way to
lose the game.@
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